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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to correspondence filed August 24, 2007 in 
reference to application 10/782,171. Claims 1, 5-7, and 11-16 are pending in the 
application and have been examined. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed August 24, 2007 has been accepted in this office action. 
Claims 1 , 5-7, and 11-16 have been amended and claims 2-4 and 8-10 have been 
cancelled. The rejection of claims 7-12 under 35 U.S.C. 101 has been withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 5-7 and 11-16 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 1 , 5-7, 11, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Flam et al (2004/0039996) in view of Davis (The Bidirectional 
Algorithm). 

7. Consider claim 1 , Flam teaches a method of displaying a mixed language text 
message in a dialog box (In some preferred embodiments of the present invention, the 
applet running on the viewing computer generates a bi -directional window on the 
computer screen, in which all the characters, both Latin and in the selected non-Latin 
alphabet, are displayed using the appropriate alphabets and in the proper (LTR or RTL) 
order; paragraph 0015.), the method comprising the steps of: 

determining a reading order for a sentence of a mixed language text message to 
be displayed in a dialog box of a computer system user interface of a computer system 
operating system, the reading order being appropriate to render the sentence readable 
upon display thereof (To overcome this problem, mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" 
button 62 in window 56, which reverses the order of the Hebrew letters, as shown in 
FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the window are not reversed. Passage 54 is now returned 
to its original, intelligible form; paragraph 0062. Clearly, it is inherent that a 
determination of a reading order must be made, if only the Hebrew characters are being 
reversed.); 
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displaying the mixed language text message in the dialog box of the computer 
system user interface' using the determined reading order and (To overcome this 
problem, mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" button 62 in window 56, which reverses 
the order of the Hebrew letters, as shown in FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the window are 
not reversed. Passage 54 is now returned to its original, intelligible form; paragraph 
0062.). 

This embodiment of Flam does not specifically teach determining an alignment 
for the mixed language text message, the alignment being appropriate to render the 
mixed language text message readable upon display thereof. 

However, in the same field of mixed language messages Flam does teach, in the 
other embodiment of the invention dealing more with writing mixed language texts 
instead of strictly displaying, determining an alignment for the mixed language text 
message, the alignment being appropriate to render the mixed language text message 
readable upon display thereof (Assuming that Hebrew operation has been invoked (by 
selecting button 30), each new keystroke or key selection received by the applet causes 
the corresponding character to be displayed at the left of the last line appearing in 
window 44; paragraph 0057. Clearly if the next character is appearing to the left of the 
first, the text is right aligned.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include the alignment of text as taught by the writing embodiment of 
Flam with the displaying method as taught by the displaying embodiment of Flam in 
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order to allow for the portions of each text that correspond to each language to appear 
in a more natural manner. 

These two embodiments of Flam do not specifically teach wherein determining a 
reading order comprises, 

evaluating successively, by the computer system, a plurality of characters 
comprising the mixed language text message to determine whether ones of the plurality 
of characters comprise one of the following: a strong character and a weak character, 

determining by the computer system, the language of a first strong character in 
the plurality of characters encountered during the successive evaluation, and 

establishing the reading order based upon a language corresponding to the first 
strong character. 

In the same field of Bilingual texts, Davis teaches evaluating successively, by the 
computer system, a plurality of characters comprising the mixed language text message 
to determine whether ones of the plurality of characters comprise one of the following: a 
strong character and a weak character (The is scanned to find the first L AL or R type 
character; page 14; paragraph 2. These are strong character types as defined by table 
3-7. In order for this determination to be made, it is inherent that each character must 
be determined to be one of these categories which fall into either strong or weak.), 

determining by the computer system, the language of a first strong character in 
the plurality of characters encountered during the successive evaluation (Figure 3-7 
shows which languages fall into each category of L, AL or R type characters.), and 
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establishing the reading order based upon a language corresponding to the first 
strong character (paragraph embedding level is set on the basis of whether L, AL and R 
is found; page 14, step P3. These embedding levels are used in determining reading 
order; pages 14-24.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use the strong and weak character evaluation of Davis with the 
system of Flam in order to provide a way of making the determinations using well know 
Unicode standard techniques. 

8. Consider claim 5, Flam teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein determining an 
alignment comprises determining the alignment of the language otherwise employed by 
the computer system user interface to display text (Assuming that Hebrew operation 
has been invoked (by selecting button 30), each new keystroke or key selection 
received by the applet causes the corresponding character to be displayed at the left of 
the last line appearing in window 44; paragraph 0057. Clearly if the next character is 
appearing to the left of the first, the text is right aligned. Although this is in the "writing" 
part of Flam's invention, clearly one of ordinary skill in the art could appreciate that this 
alignment is applicable to the display as well. Further, the invention of flam displays 
characters of a non-default language; paragraph 0025. This would imply that all 
characteristics if Hebrew is not selected would be determined by the defaults of the 
system.). 
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9. Consider claim 6, Flam teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein displaying 
comprises overriding the reading order setting otherwise employed by the computer 
system user interface to display text (Preferably, displaying the characters includes 
translating the codes of the characters on the display so that they appear in the window 
in an alphabet of the non-default language. Further preferably, translating the codes of 
the characters includes reversing an order of the converted characters so that they 
appear in their correct order in the non-default language, wherein reversing the order of 
the characters includes reversing an order of at least some of the characters in the 
window responsive to an order switch invoked by a user of the computer; paragraph 
0025.). 

10. Consider claim 7, Flam teaches a computer readable storage medium having 
computer-executable instructions (codes are processed by means of an applet, 
paragraph 0044), therefore a computer readable medium is inherent) for displaying a 
mixed language text message in a dialog box (In some preferred embodiments of the 
present invention, the applet running on the viewing computer generates a bi-directional 
window on the computer screen, in which all the characters, both Latin and in the 
selected non-Latin alphabet, are displayed using the appropriate alphabets and in the 
proper (LTR or RTL) order; paragraph 0015.), the method comprising the steps of: 

determining a reading order for a sentence of a mixed language text message to 
be displayed in a dialog box of a computer system user interface of a computer system 
operating system, the reading order being appropriate to render the sentence readable 
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upon display thereof (To overcome this problem, mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" 
button 62 in window 56, which reverses the order of the Hebrew letters, as shown in 
FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the window are not reversed. Passage 54 is now returned 
to its original, intelligible form; paragraph 0062. Clearly, it is inherent that a 
determination of a reading order must be made, if only the Hebrew characters are being 
reversed.); 

displaying the mixed language text message in the dialog box of the computer 
system user interface using the determined reading order and (To overcome this 
problem, mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" button 62 in window 56, which reverses 
the order of the Hebrew letters, as shown in FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the window are 
not reversed. Passage 54 is now returned to its original, intelligible form; paragraph 
0062.). 

This embodiment of Flam does not specifically teach determining an alignment 
for the mixed language text message, the alignment being appropriate to render the 
mixed language text message readable upon display thereof. 

However, in the same field of mixed language messages Flam does teach, in the 
other embodiment of the invention dealing more with writing mixed language texts 
instead of strictly displaying, determining an alignment for the mixed language text 
message, the alignment being appropriate to render the mixed language text message 
readable upon display thereof (Assuming that Hebrew operation has been invoked (by 
selecting button 30), each new keystroke or key selection received by the applet causes 
the corresponding character to be displayed at the left of the last line appearing in 



Application/Control Number: 10/782,171 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2626 

window 44; paragraph 0057. Clearly if the next character is appearing to the left of the 
first, the text is right aligned.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include the alignment of text as taught by the writing embodiment of 
Flam with the displaying method as taught by the displaying embodiment of Flam in 
order to allow for the portions of each text that correspond to each language to appear 
in a more natural manner. 

These two embodiments of Flam do not specifically teach wherein determining a 
reading order comprises, 

evaluating successively, by the computer system, a plurality of characters 
comprising the mixed language text message to determine whether ones of the plurality 
of characters comprise one of the following: a strong character and a weak character, 

determining by the computer system, the language of a first strong character in 
the plurality of characters encountered during the successive evaluation, and 

establishing the reading order based upon a language corresponding to the first 
strong character. 

In the same field of Bilingual texts, Davis teaches evaluating successively, by the 
computer system, a plurality of characters comprising the mixed language text message 
to determine whether ones of the plurality of characters comprise one of the following: a 
strong character and a weak character (The is scanned to find the first L AL or R type 
character; page 14; paragraph 2. These are strong character types as defined by table 
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3-7. In order for this determination to be made, it is inherent that each character must 
be determined to be one of these categories which fall into either strong or weak.), 

determining by the computer system, the language of a first strong character in 
the plurality of characters encountered during the successive evaluation (Figure 3-7 
shows which languages fall into each category of L, AL or R type characters ), and 

establishing the reading order based upon a language corresponding to the first 
strong character (paragraph embedding level is set on the basis of whether L, AL and R 
is found; page 14, step P3. These embedding levels are used in determining reading 
order; pages 14-24.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use the strong and weak character evaluation of Davis with the 
system of Flam in order to provide a way of making the determinations using well know 
Unicode standard techniques. 

1 1 . Consider claim 1 1 , Flam teaches the computer readable medium of claim 7, 
wherein determining an alignment comprises determining the alignment of the language 
otherwise employed by the computer system user interface to display text (Assuming 
that Hebrew operation has been invoked (by selecting button 30), each new keystroke 
or key selection received by the applet causes the corresponding character to be 
displayed at the left of the last line appearing in window 44; paragraph 0057. Clearly if 
the next character is appearing to the left of the first, the text is right aligned. Although 
this is in the "writing" part of Flam's invention, clearly one of ordinary skill in the art could 
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appreciate that this alignment is applicable to the display as well. Further, the invention 
of flam displays characters of a non-default language; paragraph 0025. This would 
imply that all characteristics if Hebrew is not selected would be determined by the 
defaults of the system.). 

12. Consider claim 12, Flam teaches the computer readable medium of claim 7, 
wherein the step of displaying comprises a step of overriding the reading order setting 
otherwise employed by the computer system user interface to display text (Preferably, 
displaying the characters includes translating the codes of the characters on the display 
so that they appear in the window in an alphabet of the non-default language. Further 
preferably, translating the codes of the characters includes reversing an order of the 
converted characters so that they appear in their correct order in the non-default 
language, wherein reversing the order of the characters includes reversing an order of 
at least some of the characters in the window responsive to an order switch invoked by 
a user of the computer; paragraph 0025.). 

13. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Flam in view of Fienberg (US APA 2002/0143825) and further in view of Davis. 

14. Consider claim 13, Flam teaches a method of establishing a reading order for a 
sentence of a mixed language text message to be displayed in a dialog box of a 
computer system user interface (In some preferred embodiments of the present 
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invention, the applet running on the viewing computer generates a bi -directional 
window on the computer screen, in which all the characters, both Latin and in the 
selected non-Latin alphabet, are displayed using the appropriate alphabets and in the 
proper (LTR or RTL) order; paragraph 0015.), the method comprising: 

determining the reading order of the located alphabetic character by ascertaining 
the language or script to which the located alphabetic character belongs (To overcome 
this problem, mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" button 62 in window 56, which 
reverses the order of the Hebrew letters, as shown in FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the 
window are not reversed. Passage 54 is now returned to its original, intelligible form; 
paragraph 0062. Clearly, it is inherent that a determination of a reading order must be 
made, if only the Hebrew characters are being reversed.); and, 

setting the reading order of the sentence of the mixed language text message to 
be the reading order of the located alphabetic character (To overcome this problem, 
mouse 25 is used to select a "switch" button 62 in window 56, which reverses the order 
of the Hebrew letters, as shown in FIG. 3C. Latin characters in the window are not 
reversed. Passage 54 is now returned to its original, intelligible form; paragraph 0062.). 

But Flam does not specifically teach examining characters of a sentence of a 
mixed language text message in succession in an attempt to locate an alphabetic 
character. 

In the same field of bi-directional texts, Fienberg teaches characters of a 
sentence of a mixed language text message in succession in an attempt to locate an 
alphabetic character (figures 4a-4f show an algorithm for determining the type of each 
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character in order to determine if they should be reversed, including determining 
alphabetic characters. Although this algorithm deals with reversing characters within a 
single language, the concept is still the same, as numbers are read from left to right and 
text is read right to left; paragraph 0032.) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the alphabetic character location of Fienberg with the bi- 
directional system of Flam in order to allow for locating characters that may need to be 
reversed for proper reading. 

Flam and Fienberg do not specifically teach determining the reading order of the 
located alphabetic character by ascertaining by the computer system at least one of the 
following: a language to which the located alphabetic character belongs and a script to 
which the located alphabetic character belongs. 

In the same field of bidirectional text, Davis teaches determining the reading 
order of the located alphabetic character by ascertaining by the computer system at 
least one of the following: a language to which the located alphabetic character belongs 
and a script to which the located alphabetic character belongs (The is scanned to find 
the first L AL or R type character; page 14; paragraph 2. These are strong character 
types as defined by table 3-7. In order for this determination to be made, it is inherent 
that each character must be determined to be one of these categories which fall into 
either strong or weak. Figure 3-7 shows which languages and scripts fall into each 
category of L, AL or R type characters. In effect by making a determination on what 
kind of character a character is, Davis determines script or language.). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use the strong and weak character evaluation of Davis with the 
system of Flam in order to provide a way of making the determinations using well know 
Unicode standard techniques. 



15. Consider claim 14, Flam teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the method 
further comprises, in response to not locating an alphabetic character in the sentence, 
the steps of: 

determining whether a reading order has previously been established for a 
paragraph in which the sentence is present (paragraph 0025 teaches reversing reading 
orders for characters not of a language not of the default language. Therefore a reading 
order would have been established for the default language, whether it be for the 
system or for the document.); and, 

in response to determining that a reading order has previously been established 
for the paragraph, setting the reading order of the sentence of the mixed language text 
message to be the reading order of the paragraph (paragraph 0025 teaches reversing 
reading orders for characters not of a language not of the default language. Therefore a 
reading order would have been established for the default language, whether it be for 
the system or for the document, and would inherently be used in the case no 
determination of language could be made.) 
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16. ' Consider claim 15, Flam in view of Feinberg teaches the method of claim 13, 
wherein the method further comprises, in response to not locating an alphabetic 
character in the sentence, the steps of: 

determining whether the sentence comprises a first sentence of the mixed 
language text message; and, in response to determining that the sentence comprises a 
first sentence of the mixed language text message, setting the reading order of the 
sentence of the mixed language text message to be the reading order used by an 
operating system program to display text in the computer system user interface 
(Fienberg teaches analysis of characters and strings; paragraph 0021 . Flam teaches 
using default language settings, paragraph 0025. Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the default language 
settings of the system if no determination of language and reading order has already 
been made in a previous string in the text message.). 

Consider claim 16, Flam teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the method 
further comprises, in response to not locating an alphabetic character in the sentence, 
the steps of: determining whether the sentence comprises a first sentence of the mixed 
language text message; and, in response to determining that the sentence does not 
comprise a first sentence of the mixed language text message, setting the reading order 
of the sentence of the mixed language text message to be the reading order of the first 
sentence of the mixed language text message (Paragraph 0025 teaches reversing 
reading orders for characters not of a language not of the default language. Therefore a 
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reading order would have been established for the default language, whether it be for 
the system or for the document, and would inherently be used in the case no 
determination of language could be made.) 

Conclusion 

17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Douglas C. Godbold whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1451 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:00am- 
4:30pm Friday 7:00am-3:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on (571) 272-7603. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



DCG 




- PATRICK N. EDOUARD 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



